This article investigates the agreement amongst teacher-, self-and peer-assessments of students in the presence of peer feedback. This is done in the context of oral presentation skills of rst year undergraduate students of ethnic Chinese background. The research instrument consisted of a self-and peer-assessment questionnaire containing 14 items related to the organization of the presentation content, use of language and interaction with the audience. The participants had taken part in a training and practice session on self-and peer-assessment before engaging in the assessment tasks. The ndings show that, when assessment criteria are rmly set, peer-feedback enables students to judge the performance of their peers in a manner comparable to those of the teachers. However, the same is not found to be true with self-assessment.
I Introduction
This article examines the effectiveness of self-and peer-assessment augmented by peer-feedback while testing oral presentation skills. The focus is on training within the limits imposed by practical classroom considerations and the effectiveness of self-and peerassessments. If the effectiveness of self-and peer-assessment could be adequately improved, the teachers' workload could be partly reduced. Teachers could then focus more on enhancing their teaching techniques.
Validity of self-and peer-assessments
Self-and peer-assessments have gained much attention in recent years owing to growing emphasis on learner independence and learner autonomy. Further, self-assessment, peer-involvement and peerassessment have been viewed as having signi cant pedagogic value. However, studies on the validity of self-and peer-assessments have revealed some contradictory results. Bachman and Palmer (1989) as to how well they have performed regardless of the fact that they understand the marking criteria.
Referring to oral testing, Underhill (1987: 3-5) commented that a greater degree of subjectivity could be involved in oral testing because, in an oral test, what is assessed is the oral 'message' that is communicated between people or conveyed by the speaker. Emphasizing the same, Freeman (1995) adds that students must be given adequate training and practice in peer-assessment in order to minimize potential inconsistencies associated with subjectivity. He recommends showing videos and drawing students' attention to elements of best and worst presentations. Learner training and guidance in interpreting the marking criteria was also emphasized by Old eld and Macalpine (1995) , Jafarpur (1991 ), Adams and King (1995 ) , Mowl and Pain (1995) , Pond et al. (1995 ) , Kwan and Leung (1996 ) , and Orsmond et al. (1997) .
To increase the validity of self-assessment, some suggested the use of task-linked questionnaires (Oskarsson, 1984; Cameron, 1990) . With regard to peer-assessment, Falchikov (1995 ) found 'Peer Feedback Marking' on students of Human Developmental Psychology to be useful. Freeman (1995) found that discussions amongst peers before awarding a team rating for oral presentations leads to closer agreements between staff and student ratings.
It is apparent that peer-involvement creates opportunities for interaction while increasing objectivity in assessment. If learners are placed in a situation where they can access information on the quality and level of their own performances or those of their peers, then it is possible that they will be able to clarify their own understanding of the assessment criteria (either set by students themselves or by the teacher) and, more importantly, what is required of them.
Following the above observations related to peer-feedback and peer-involvement, is it possible that:
If peer discussion and feedback on a student's presentation before giving a mark can lead to a closer agreement between teacher and peer-assessment, will it also have a similar effect on teacher and self-assessments?
This article attempts to nd the answer by investigating the in uence of oral feedback on self-and peer-assessment of individual oral presentations. This is done after completing a two-hour training session followed by practice at the rate of two hours per week over a period of four weeks. The participants were rst year undergraduate students of ethnic Chinese background.
Aims
The experiments conducted in the present study were designed to test the following two hypotheses in the context of assessing oral presentation skills. When the assessment criteria are rmly set: 1) peer feedback will enable students to produce judgements about themselves that are comparable to those made by the teacher; 2) peer feedback will enable students to produce judgements about their peers that are comparable to those made by the teacher.
These hypotheses were tested mainly by correlating self-and peerassessments with those of the teacher in the context of assessing students' oral presentations. The same questionnaire was used for teacher-, peer-and self-assessments with the minimum possible modications to ensure uniformity of assessment. In order to isolate the in uence of peer feedback, the same procedure was applied both to control groups and experimental groups drawn from an apparently homogenous student population. Peer feedback was absent in the case of the control group whereas it was introduced in a structured manner into the experimental group.
II Method

Participants
The participants in the study included 56 native Chinese students aged between 18 and 21 years, from the City University of Hong Kong (Table 1) . Forty-one of the participants were rst year students of Bachelor of Science in Computer Mathematics and Information Systems attending the 'English Foundation Programme' which ran over To evaluate the effect of peer feedback on self-and peerassessments, control and experimental groups were set up (Table  1) . Participants in the former group performed the tasks of selfand peer-assessment complemented with peer feedback while the latter did so without any peer feedback.
The control group consisted of 11 students of Computer Mathematics (class A), 8 students of Business Studies and Accountancy (class B) and 11 students of Information Systems (class C), respectively. The experimental group included classes A, B and C with 19 students of Computer Mathematics (classes A and B) and 7 students of Business Studies and Accountancy (class C).
Oral presentation task a English Foundation Programme
The English Foundation Programme (EFP) was a 28-hour remedial English course with two hours of instruction per week. The course focused on improving the students' reading, speaking, listening and writing skills. Coursework assessment included one Reading, one Speaking, one Listening and one Writing test. With regard to speaking skills, the students were required to make oral presentations on a topic given by the teacher. Their performances were assessed for organization of content, language use, manner and interaction with the audience. The topics chosen were based on students' perceived ability, familiarity with the topic and interest. While preparing for the assessment task, the students were given practice in making an oral presentation and the teacher was expected to give feedback on their performance. The experiment was built into the teacher's lesson plan.
b Practice Speaking for Communication 'Practice Speaking for Communication' was an 'out-of-discipline' course offered by the Language Institute of City University of Hong Kong. It was open to all students of the University. Enrolment was limited to 20 students on a rst-come-rst-served basis. Similar to the EFP, the course was 28 hours long with two hours of instruction each week. The course curriculum (with no assessment component ) included making oral presentations with a focus on organization of the talk, language use, manner and interaction with the audience. The experiment conducted was built into the teacher's lesson plan.
Research instrument: Self-assessment questionnaire (Appendix 1)
The design of the self-assessment questionnaire was based on the course objectives (as explained previously) where students' presentations were assessed for organization of the presentation content, language use, manner and interaction with the audience. Fourteen questions were included in the questionnaire. The questions were simple and direct in wording (as suggested by Underhill, 1987) so as to elicit direct responses from students. The questions were divided into four categories. Category 1 included questions 1-6 that were related to organization and content of presentation. Category 2 (questions 7-9) was based on the use of language. Category 3 (questions 10-12) was related to manner. Finally, Category 4 included questions 13 and 14 which were related to interaction with the audience. The questions were phrased so as to develop students' understanding of the assessment task (Orsmond et al., 1997 ) and work towards those objectives. The rating scale was based on a 5-point Likert scale so that each assessor would categorize performance as being: 1 -poor; 2 -unsatisfactory; 3 -satisfactory; 4 -good; 5 -excellent.
The same questionnaire was used for teacher-, peer-and selfassessments with minimal modi cations; changes were limited to wording in the rubrics:
· self-assessment questionnaire: 'Rate yourself using the scale'; · peer-assessment questionnaire: 'Rate your classmate using the scale'; and · teacher assessment questionnaire: 'Rate the student using the scale'.
Training session
The training session lasted for about two hours of class time. The main purpose of the training session was to establish the assessment criteria. During the training session, the students (both from the control and experimental groups ) were rst given a worksheet to introduce them to the important elements of a good presentation. The worksheet focused on the presentation format, content and language (presented as useful expressions ) and suggestions on delivering presentations (facial expressions, movements and gestures, eye contact, disadvantages of speaking from notes, etc.). Participants were given 15 minutes to familiarize themselves with the contents of the worksheet. The class was then divided into two groups. One group was given the topic 'Chinese New Year holidays are the most enjoyable' and the other group was given the topic 'Chinese New Year holidays are the most stressful'. Participants were then asked to spend 30 minutes preparing for their presentations. With a view to familiarizing the participants with the marking criteria, at the end of 30 minutes the researcher elaborated on the questionnaire items on the peer-and self-assessment forms by explaining what the participants should focus on while assessing their own and their peers' talks. Questionnaire items 1-7 (eliciting responses on the organization and content) were explained in relation to the performances after watching a sample video (explained below) consisting of a good, an average and a poor presentation (the evaluations 'good', 'average' and 'poor' were made in relation to the criteria set by the teacher as explained below). However, items 8-14 -which referred to uency, pronunciation, condence, speaker's eye contact, verbal and non-verbal interactionhad to be explained in more detail as: A video-tape including three student presentations made by EFP students from the previous semester was used (similar to the procedure recommended in Freeman, 1995) to clearly establish the criteria set by the researcher. The researcher had assessed the students in the video prior to the training session. Students assessed these by lling in the peer-assessment forms. To rmly set the assessment criteria, the video was stopped and the teacher and the participants compared their assessments at the end of each performance. When there were differences, the researcher explained the basis for her judgements. For example, 'this student has provided a lot of detail and the detail is relevant and varied. That is why I gave him a "4".' Every training session (three sessions, i.e. classes A, B and C for the control group, and classes A, B and C for the experimental group ) was audio-taped. Prior to each session, the researcher checked the procedures followed during the previous session so as to standardize the training sessions.
III Procedure
In week 1, the week after the training session, participants from both the control and experimental groups made their presentations. Half the class presented topic (a): 'Chinese should be the medium of instruction in secondary schools' and the other half topic (b): 'Comics have a bad in uence on school children.'
Week 1: Experimental group
After the training session, participants made their oral presentations on the two topics. Participants were divided into groups of three or four depending on the class size. Each group was asked to assess their peers. Group members were given a self-assessment form and an appropriate number (equal to the number of students present in the group) of peerassessment and peer-feedback (PF) forms (see Appendix 2) . Participants then entered the names of their group members on both the peerassessment and PF forms. Each student from the class made a threeminute presentation on the topic assigned by the researcher. The researcher assessed the participants during the presentation using the teacher-assessment form. During the presentation, peers noted their comments on the PF forms. Following the presentation, participants sat in groups of three or four and commented on their peers' talks. The researcher spent about ve minutes with each group noting down the comments made by the peers during the feedback session. After each feedback session, each member of the group lled in the self-assessment form and then lled in the peer-assessment form. (Participants referred to the PF form during peer-assessment; see Figure 1 .) No feedback was given by the researcher on the individuals' talks. At the end of each session, the researcher collected the self-and peer-assessment questionnaires and the PF forms. The participants were given two new topics to prepare for their presentations in the following week. The participants in the control group followed the same procedure as the experimental group, but there was no peer feedback after the talks (Figure 2 ). At the end of the session, participants were given two new topics to present in the following week. Both groups followed the above procedure during weeks 2-5. Participants were placed in different groups every week to encourage maximum interaction and to expose students to different points of view. Table 2 shows the grouping of students. For example, in week 1, group one is made up of students A, B and C, group 2 includes students D, E and F and group 3 consists of students G, H and I. In week 2 they are re-arranged to have students A, E and H in group 1, students D, B and I in group 2 and G, C and F in group 3. After the session in week 5, the researcher collected the self-and peer-assessment forms as well as the peer-feedback forms. Next, the participants lled the Self-and Peer-Assessment Evaluation Forms (Appendices 3 and 4). Data obtained from week 5 was used to correlate teacher-self and teacher-peer assessments to be reported and discussed in this study. Weeks 1-4 provided participants with practice in self-and peerassessments.
Topics for weeks 2-5
Since the participants were from a remedial English class and since the experiment was built into the lesson plan (refer to the section on Participants), the topics chosen were based on familiarity and general interest. 
IV Results
The data recorded included teacher-, self-and peer-assessments (TA, SA and PA) obtained in week 5 from the control and experimental groups. The number of participants dropped by natural attrition from 56 to 54 by week 5 of the investigation. (Note that students enrolled in the 'Practice Speaking for Communication' class were present on a voluntary basis and the course had no assessment component. This might have been the reason for the drop in class size.) The analysis of the data included two viewpoints: the aggregate level (i.e., at the level of a group of students) and the individual student level. 
Aggregate level analysis
For each student, the averages of ratings corresponding to questions 1 to 14 obtained through TA, SA and PA were estimated. The individual student average ratings were then aggregated over the corresponding group (control or experimental ). The resulting group averages and the corresponding standard deviations are listed in Table 3 . Table 3 exhibits some differences in the group averages obtained through TA, SA and PA ratings for the control and experimental groups. Student t-tests, with alpha levels of 0.05 and 0.01 were used to test whether there was a signi cant difference between the average values of each pair of samples drawn from populations with the same variance. The results are presented in Table 4 .
Looking at the values in Table 4 , the differences between the group means for the control and experimental groups were not signi cant at the p # .01 level for TA, SA as well as PA, although differences with respect to TA and PA were signi cant at the p # .05 level. This is not surprising considering that both groups had consisted of students drawn from populations with similar backgrounds and language pro ciency. It can also be seen that there was no signi cant difference between the mean scores given by TA and SA in either the absence (control group ) or the presence (experimental group) of peer feedback. The situation is somewhat different when we examine the degree of similarity between PA and TA, where the difference between the averages of PA and TA was highly signi cant (p # .01) for the control group and signi cant (p # .05) for the experimental group. This suggests that peer feedback did have some effect on the ratings given by peers. Clearly, the only substantive conclusions that can be drawn from the above aggregate level analysis are the following:
· The behaviour of PA has been somewhat different from that of SA. · There appears to be some difference between the behaviours of PA in the presence and absence of peer feedback.
In order to obtain a better understanding of the nature of these differences, an individual level analysis was performed.
Analysis at the individual student level
Owing to its aggregate nature, the analysis presented in Section 1 above was unable to throw any light on the ability of a speci c assessment medium to achieve discrimination. There is much research evidence (this point will be explained below in greater detail) that students performing self-assessment often tend to overrate low performance and underrate high performance. Thus, further statistical measures were computed to determine the cancelling effect and to explicitly retain the information concerning discrimination amongst individual student performances. Pearson correlation coef cients were calculated between teacherself (T-S) and teacher-peer (T-P) assessments for (1) each student's average rating with the teacher's average rating for that student; and (2) the mean peer rating of each student with the teacher's average rating for the student.
From Table 5 it can be seen that the T-S correlations for the control and experimental groups (r = 0.50, p # .005 and 0.46, p # .01, respectively ) are considerably smaller than the typical r-values noted in Stefani (1994; r = 0.93 ) with respect to testing English communication skills. The low T-S correlations in the present study suggest that the participants were not able to judge their performances in the same way as the teacher had done either in the presence or absence of peer feedback. The signi cantly high T-P correlation (p # .005) noted for the experimental group (r = 0.85) in Table 5 shows that peer-assessment in this group was in high agreement with the teacher-assessment. This suggests that, in the presence of peer feedback, the students were able to make judgements of their peers' oral presentations comparable to those made by the teacher.
To examine the regression relationships implicit in the data, initially, both nonlinear (quadratic) and linear regressions were tried. However, a comparison of the two trend lines showed that they were practically identical (the deviation was no more than 3%) in every case. Therefore, linear regression was used to interpret the data. The results of the three linear regressions are presented in Figures 3a to 3d .
If there were a perfect positive linear relationship, or a correlation of +1.00 between the different pairs of ratings, the slope of the regression line would be equal to 1 and the intercept equal to 0. Thus, what the regression line can show that is missed in a single correlation coef cient is the extent to which the differences in the relationship are in the slopes of the lines or in their intercepts. Looking at the lines with T-S correlations (Figures 3a and 3b) it can be seen that both the control and experimental groups have nearly similar slopes (slope = 0.64 and 0.55, respectively) and intercepts (1.14 and 1.4) indicating only a marginal difference in their ability to assess themselves in the presence or absence of peer feedback. This further supports the observation that the participants have not been able to make judgements about their performances comparable to those made by the teacher. In particular, the fact that the regression lines and slopes were substantially smaller than 1 suggests that low achievers were over-estimating and high achievers were underestimating their performances. This nding matches that observed by Orsmond et al. Figure 3 Teacher-, self-and peer-ratings in the control and experimental groups (1997) and Stefani (1994) . However, it is possible that this observation is an artefact of linear regression.
A comparison of the regression lines for T-P correlations ( Figures  3c and 3d ) for both groups shows that for the experimental group (slope = 0.70 and intercept = 1.05) the line is remarkably closer to the perfect positive regression line than it is for the control group (slope = 0.38 and intercept = 1.9). These observations indicate that the peers in the control group were overrating low ability students; a similar nding is noted by Falchikov (1995) . This tendency seems to be present also with the experimental group but to a much lesser degree, thus bringing peer judgements closer to those of the teacher. The high r value (0.85) obtained for the experimental group strengthens this observation.
V Discussion
Judging from the relatively poor T-S correlations between the control and experimental groups, (r-values of 0.50 and 0.46, respectively), it appears that peer feedback had not enabled the learners in this study to make judgements about their performances in a manner consistent with those made by the teacher. It can, therefore, be concluded that the empirical data presented in this study does not support Hypothesis 1 (see Section I).
The overall T-P correlations are considerably higher for the experimental group than the control group despite the fact that both groups had undergone the same level of training over the same period (see Section II.4 on Training ). This observation lends strong support to Hypothesis 2 (see Section I), i.e., that peer feedback enhances learners' ability to make judgements on their peers' oral presentation skills comparable to those of the teacher.
Control group
For most second language students, speaking itself is a complex (and occasionally traumatic) task since it requires them to concentrate simultaneously on content, pronunciation, diction, eye contact, body language, etc. This complexity is unique to oral tasks compared to writing or listening tasks. With low ability students, this could be even more dif cult. It is important to note here that the majority of the participants in the present study had obtained D or E grades in their Use of English Examination. Previous studies on self-and peerassessments with EFL (English as a Foreign Language ) students had found that it was dif cult for them to make sound judgements of their own as well as their peers' speaking and learning abilities (Jafarpur, 1991) . Thus, the low T-S or T-P correlations in the control group could be because of their language ability. It is, therefore, possible that the participants were unable to rate their performances realistically or in a manner comparable to those of the teacher. For instance, information gathered from the Student Evaluation Forms indicated that 58% of the students had said 'yes' and 42% 'no' when asked whether they had found it dif cult to assess themselves. The reasons given were: 'I was nervous'; 'Forgot what I said'; 'cannot assess objectively'. When asked about rating their peers, 17% said 'yes', 75% said 'no' and 8% said 'sometimes'. The reasons given were that they had not done this before; could not differentiate as all of them were of the same level; and were sometimes unsure of their errors.
An interesting nding from the examination of the linear and nonlinear regression exercises (Figures 3a to 3d ) is that the data had exhibited an overwhelmingly linear regression relationship. This, together with a slope of less than 1 and an intercept larger than 0, lends credibility to the view that both peers and self were overestimating the performances of low achievers, although to a slightly smaller extent in the case of self-assessments. These ndings are not unprecedented. Similar observations have been made by Mowl and Pain (1995) and Sullivan and Hall (1997) . Orsmond et al. (1997: 363) suggested that students '[high achievers] are more self critical than they are judgmental [and low achievers] are less self critical, but more judgmental'. With regard to peer-assessment, Woolhouse (1999) observed that peers had dif culty in making 'honest' judgements. Old eld and Macalpine (1995 ) noted that peers felt 'emotionally prejudiced' against giving low grades to their classmates. Kwan and Leung (1996 ) found that despite clear explanations and detailed discussions, there is no guarantee that students share the same understanding of the assessment criteria or marking scale as the tutor. The comment 'I know I am poor but cannot understand if I am 1, 2 or 3' supports such a claim (self-and peer-assessment evaluation forms).
Moreover, as Shore et al. (1992 ) suggested, judging dimensions such as appropriacy, uency and clarity are very subjective. Some comments from the student evaluation forms were: 'could not judge our pronunciation'; 'could not judge con dence'; 'could not identify mistakes in grammar'.
Experimental group
Amongst all the correlation results and regression lines exhibited in Figures 3a to 3d , the r-value for T-P (= 0.85 ) for the experimental group is the largest and the corresponding regression line slope (0.70 ) the closest to 1 (the 'ideal' value). This suggests that peers can assess in a manner comparable to the teacher provided that they have had the bene t of peer feedback. Further, although the average ratings of the teacher and peers are different (2.89 and 3.08, respectively; Table  3 ), the r-value for T-P (= 0.85 ) is high. This shows that although peers have been more 'generous' than the teacher with their marks, more importantly PA has been more in line with the teacher than SA in its ability to discriminate good and poor performances.
With self-assessment, the r-value of 0.46 for T-S for the experimental group (Table 5) is the lowest amongst all the r-values exhibited (Figure 3b ). This suggests that, in contrast to peers, the students have been unable to judge themselves in a manner similar to the teacher, despite having received the same levels of peer feedback and training as the peers. Could this be because of the lack of objectivity as Underhill (1987 ) had observed? In other words, were the subjective factors strong enough to mask the potential bene ts derivable from peer feedback? Could the following comments recorded by the researcher during feedback sessions be interpreted as pointing to the existence of strong subjective factors (greater subjectivity in speaking assessment as noted by Ross, 1998) If indeed there are strong subjective factors that need to be considered, what are the psychological factors leading to the subjectivity? The answers to these questions are beyond the scope of the present article. Clearly, future work is needed to resolve this issue.
Finally, it should be pointed out that the students in the study were not randomly sampled from the student population in the university (since they were D to E level students ). It can be argued that the apparent lack of impact of peer feedback on the correlation between SA and TA may be an artefact resulting from the low pro ciency or narrow range of the student population. Further research is needed to establish whether this was, indeed, an artefact. Until this is done, it would be dif cult to generalize the conclusion of the lack of SA and TA correlation.
VI Conclusions
The present study has shown that when assessment criteria are clearly set (in this study, set by the teacher), peer feedback will enable students to make judgements of their peers comparable to those of the teacher. Considering that both the control and experimental groups consisted of students with similar English pro ciency -all students got a D or E in Use of English, consisted of students from similar programs, had undergone the same level of training, and had followed the same procedure -it can be supposed that peer feedback had helped in achieving greater correlation between teacher-and peerassessments. If this, indeed, is the case, then teacher assessment could be supplemented with peer-assessment at a lower cost in the context of oral skills. If peers can be involved in the task of assessment, teachers' time could be utilized more productively on issues related to improving their teaching techniques.
However, in view of the small number and narrow range of the participants, the results presented in this study need to be interpreted with caution. As far as self-assessment is concerned, once again we need to bear in mind that the present study involves learners from a remedial English class with very little experience in being autonomous learners. The task of self-assessment (to a certain extent peerassessment) is thus a novelty to them. Research studies involving peer-and self-assessment indicated that to enable students to perform these tasks effectively they need training and experience (Jafarpur, 1991; Adams and King, 1995; Freeman, 1995; Pond et al., 1995 ) .
Further work needs to be carried out using a broader range of participants drawn from varying levels of ability. Further, to avoid the possibility of misinterpreting the questionnaire items, bilingual questionnaires should be used. In addition, as some of the work on self-assessment (Stefani, 1994; Kwan and Leung, 1996) has suggested, learners should be involved in drawing up the criteria so that they can develop a better understanding of the assessment criteria. Finally, for understanding the psychological factors involved in learners' tendencies to over-or under-estimate their performances, individual interviews may be held after the self-or peer-assessment procedures.
